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ABSTRACT
The goal of this paper was to examine the relation between teachers
and students and between students on societal involvement in
Dutch secondary schools. As such, we studied the role of parents
on adolescents’ societal involvement and to what extent positive
teacher-student and student-student relationships reduced differ-
ences in societal involvement due to parental background differ-
ences. To estimate this cross-sectional multilevel analyses, a rich
combination of datasets from the Netherlands was used, encompass-
ing 4,128 15-year-old students in 58 schools in 2010/2011. The results
showed that teacher-student relations and student-student relations
were positively associated with societal involvement. The level of
societal involvement differed between students’ from households
with lower incomes, level of education and employment, even
though parenting styles seemed unrelated to societal involvement.
Students from higher educated parents were found to benefit more
from these positive relationships with teachers. This advantage argu-
ably amplifies the differences in societal involvement between stu-
dents with lower and higher educated parents. Future studies can
give further insight into the role of classroom interrelations using
additional longitudinal data or focus on more qualitative observa-
tions to explore the role of classroom interrelations and their influ-
ence on developing societal involvement.
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In recent years, the interest in the characteristics of effective citizenship education has
grown. This interest is fuelled by concerns about the erosion of social coherence, which has
inspiredmany countries to require schools to contribute to the promotion of their students’
citizenship knowledge and skills (Euridyce, 2017). Although little is known about the
characteristics of effective citizenship education, research shows the relevance of an open
and positive school climate (Geboers et al. 2013; Schulz et al. 2018). Again, little is known
about the factors contributing to such a school climate. Citizenship comprises various
levels, domains, and aspects of the way people live together. Contribution to ‘the collective
good’ is one of these. In many Western countries, responsibilities are shifting from the
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government and institutions to individual citizens and citizens associations. Citizens should
assume more responsibility for their communities, play a more active role in society
through voluntary work and rely less on government services. To further the transition
from welfare state to a more participatory society, several countries – e.g. the United
Kingdom (Kisby 2010), Canada (Fuller, Kershaw, and Pulkingham 2008; Ilcan and Basok
2004) and the Netherlands (Hameleers and Vliegenthart 2016; Tonkens 2014; Verhoeven
and Tonkens 2013) – have made an appeal to their residents’ active citizenship.
Growing individualization and social fragmentation among citizens, however, has led
to concerns about the degree of active citizenship in societies and its preservation (Blais
2006; Delli Carpini and Keeter 1996; Putnam 2000). Partly against this background,
many countries have called upon their schools to contribute to citizenship promotion
(Eurydice 2017). One of these countries is the Netherlands, where schools have the
obligation to improve their students’ active citizenship and social integration (Dijkstra
et al. 2015). As formulated in relevant legislation, schools are expected to teach citizen-
ship to stimulate the capacity and willingness of their students to actively participate in
and contribute to society. The underlying idea is that this will improve the students’
civic abilities through the development of knowledge and skills necessary to actively
participate in society (Ministerie van Onderwijs en Wetenschappen [Dutch Ministry of
Education and Science], 2005). By cultivating positive citizenship attitudes, students are
expected to become interested in others and willing to help them, to participate in
volunteer work, and to be active in society. In other words, schools are expected to
promote citizenship, thus strengthening their students’ involvement in society.
An open and democratic school climate plays an important role in schools realizing
the contribution to citizenship promotion that is expected of them. Earlier research
shows that such a climate is a promising road towards enhancing the civic competences
of students (Geboers et al. 2013; 2015; Isac et al. 2014; Keating and Janmaat 2016;
Schulz et al. 2010; Torney-Purta 2002). An open classroom climate provides students
with room for discussion and dialogue and nurtures positive interpersonal relationships
between teachers and students. In terms of active citizenship, such a climate creates
opportunities for students to learn about and practice their (future) role as citizens.
Seen from this perspective, schools and classrooms are small communities in which
students can learn to engage in social practices and strengthen societal involvement, for
example by practicing the necessary skills (e.g. handling differences, cooperating, taking
responsibility and making shared decisions). The students’ relationships with others –
both other students and their teachers – and the experiences they obtain in both
spontaneous and 10.1007anized teaching situations make the school a ‘practice ground’
for participating as citizens. Thus, the nature of the relationships between students and
teachers is an important factor for developing as citizens and to become involved in
society.
Students, however, differ with regard to their values and social skills. Students from
different socioeconomic status (SES) and cultural backgrounds are likely to be socialized
differently in their respective families. As a result, the relevance and effectiveness of an
open climate may vary (Campbell 2008; Hooghe and Dassonnevillle, 2011; Langton and
Jennings 1968; Neundorf, Niemi, and Smets 2016). Campbell (2008) posited two
possible effects: Students from a high SES may benefit more from classroom discussions
because they are already more accustomed to discussing social issues at home, or
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students from a low SES may benefit more because they lag behind their high SES peers
and have more to gain.
To obtain a better understanding of the mechanisms that may be relevant to the expected
effect of education on the promotion of students’ societal involvement, this study focuses on
the contribution of the teacher-student and student-student relationships to students’ societal
involvement. We will also investigate whether this contribution is the same for all students or
whether students from various socioeconomic groups benefit differently. Can schools com-
pensate for a student’s home situation by creating an open classroom climate or do schools
sustain or even widen the differences between students from different socioeconomic back-
grounds in this respect? As seen below, our investigation of possible differential effects
considers differences in the available social, economic, and cultural capital; the influence of
parenting styles; and the interaction between these characteristics and teacher-student and
student-student relationships on the societal involvement of students.
Theoretical framework
Societal involvement encompasses the perceived relevance or importance of societal issues
and topics, often based on a person’s values and interests (Dijkstra et al. 2004; Zaichkowsky
1985, 1994). Contrary to other studies (e.g. Brady, Verba, and Schlozman 1995; Lupia and
Philpot 2005; Torney-Purta and Amadeo 2003; Van Deth 2000), our conceptualization of
involvement does not imply active behavior. It encompasses an attitude towards societal
issues and positively relates to the willingness to participate (Ekman and Amnå 2012;
Martin and van Deth 2007). Young people who are willing to learn about societal issues and
are willing to participate are more likely to do so if they feel it is necessary (Amnå and
Ekman 2014). Since societal involvement is seen as a positive attitude leading to active
behavior, it should be understood as a motivator for active behavior (Roberts 2015), and
necessary for students to exercise their role as citizens. This entails, for example, that
students care about and feel it is important to resolve issues in their community, such as
taking care of family members, helping friends, or taking an interest in classmates. It
concerns adopting a broader perspective and being engaged in more general issues to
benefit society (Ekman and Amnå 2012).
Adolescents might improve their citizenship competences through interaction with other
people, through participation and involvement in different social and cultural practices in
their daily lives (Lawy and Biesta 2006; Ten Dam et al. 2011). They are active agents, who
learn through their own activities, experiences and interactions with others, not passive
recipients of what their teachers, peers, and parents do and say (Amnå et al. 2009). To
enhance societal involvement, schools need to create an environment in which adolescents
are willing and able to interact and participate with other people and are able to reflect on
social and cultural practices and decisions (TenDam andVolman 2004). Research shows that
particularly an open classroom climate, in which students have the opportunity to voice their
opinions and are being taken seriously, contributes to their involvement in class (Dijkstra
et al. 2015; Geboers et al. 2013; Keating and Janmaat 2016; Torney-Purta 2002). By creating
an open classroom climate, in which social issues can be discussed freely from different angles
and students can contribute, teachers can increase their students’ willingness, ability, and
involvement. By discussing social and societal issues with others (and thus becoming
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acquainted with various perspectives), by reflecting on their own opinions and by learning to
respond to the opinions of others, students practice and experience what it is to be a citizen.
Two factors seem of major importance for creating an open classroom climate: the
relationships among students and between teachers and students in the classroom
(Campbell 2008; Fraser 1991; Isac et al. 2014; Loukas 2007). Positive relationships
among students and between students and teachers are not only positively related to
school interest and motivation (Osterman 2000; Furrer, Skinner, and Pitzer 2014;
Schunk, Meece, and Pintrich 2014) but to involvement in classroom discussions too
(Hamre et al. 2013; Pianta, Hamre, and Allen 2012). Positive relationships among
students and between students and teachers make students feel secure and provide
room for sharing opinions, which boosts their involvement, motivation and interest in
participation (Baker, Grant, and Morlock 2008; Hamre and Pianta 2001).
Students who perceive their teacher as caring, listening, fair and understanding are
expected to be more motivated to interact, discuss and participate in class. Positive teacher-
student relationships cultivate an environment where students can feel safe and are able, and
willing to, participate in discussions (Hamre and Pianta 2006; Midgely, Feldlaufer, and Eccles
1989; Wentzel 2016). This is, students who perceive their teachers as caring, attentive, fair,
and understanding are expected to be more motivated to interact, discuss, and participate in
class. Participating in these discussions brings them into contact with other ideas and
thoughts, which stimulates their willingness to participate -or involvement in- society
(Dostie- Goulet 2009; Klofstad 2009; Koskimaa and Rapeli 2015; McIntosh, Hart, and
Youniss 2007; Neundorf, Niemi, and Smets 2016).
Positive student-student relationships also can enhance feelings of safety and stimulate
the willingness and motivation to participate in class (Baker, Grant, and Morlock 2008;
Hamre and Pianta 2001; O’Conner, Dearing, & Collins, 2011; Wentzel 1998) and enhance
academic achievement (Roseth, Johnson, and Johnson 2008). If students have better
relationships with their peers, there is a greater likelihood that they will feel safe and believe
that they are being taken seriously and thus more willing to participate and state their
opinions. As such, it is assumed that students with positive relationships with their fellow
students are more likely to participate in discussions and dialogues in class, which increases
opportunities for promoting involvement in societal issues. The nature of student-student
relationships can be different from that of teacher-student relationships. Positive student-
student relationships, for instance, do not necessarily have a positive effect on creating an
open environment and can be disruptive and less stimulating in class (e.g. Blank and Shavit
2016; Guo, Piasta, Justice, and Kaderavek 2010; Howes 2000; Johnson et al. 1981). At the
same time, without these positive relationships with fellow students, expected to stimulate
safety in class and the willingness and motivation to participate in discussions, it becomes
more difficult to create an open climate. Studying both teacher-student and student-student
relationships separately allow understanding the different effects on societal involvement
due to the nature of these relationships and to what extent both types of classroom
interrelationships stimulate student’s societal involvement.
As noted by Gainous and Martens (2012), student differences may affect whether
relationships within the classroom will lead to greater societal involvement (see also
Brady, Verba, and Schlozman 1995; Jennings, Stoker, and Bowers 2009; McIntosh, Hart,
and Youniss 2007). Family background plays an important role in the development of
students’ democratic capacity. Adolescents experience their first social and democratic
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practices at home (Langton and Jennings 1968; Quintelier 2010), and parents are consid-
ered the primary role models of civic behavior (McIntosh, Hart, and Youniss 2007).
Differences that occur can partly be attributed to the parents’ socioeconomic status
(SES). Parents of higher SES usually possess more social, cultural and economic resources
than parents of lower SES, all of which further benefits the social development of their
children (Bradley and Corwyn 2002; Brooks-Gunn and Duncan 1997). Children of parents
with higher SES often grow up in a more stimulating environment, with more possibilities
to develop as citizens, having parents who are better able to transmit the values and skills
that contribute to active citizenship (Ichilov 1988; Quintelier, Hooghe, and Badescu 2007).
The following dimensions of a family’s SES are among those relevant: parental educa-
tion, employment, and income. Highly educated parents, for example, are themselves more
involved in society (Pfaff 2009; Jennings and Stoker 2004; Yuen 2013), are more interested
in political and societal issues (Verba, Schlozman, and Brady 1995) and engage their
children more frequently in discussions (Brady, Verba, and Schlozman 1995; Yuen 2013).
Their level of education has a consistent and direct influence on behavioral outcomes, as
they create a cognitively stimulating home environment (Bradley et al. 2001). Parents who
hold jobs are also regarded as positive role models for their children and have a positive
impact on their children’s academic skills and future chance of finding a job (Heinrich
2014; Neal and Hammer 2007). Unemployment, by contrast, is often negatively related to
social and academic outcomes for children (Levine 2011; McLoyd 1998; Powdthavee and
Vernoit 2013; Sleskova et al. 2006). From this perspective, it can be expected that the
relationship between employment and a stimulating and positive environment will also
contribute to the societal involvement of students. In addition to these factors, a higher
family income provides the material and financial resources necessary to become involved
in society and gives parents the opportunities to create a conducive environment and use
external resources for enhancing their children’s development also in terms of societal
involvement (McLoyd, 1998; Duncan, Morris, and Rodrigues 2011). In sum, in light of the
differences between socioeconomic groups, it may be expected that students from higher
SES families will be more involved in society than students from lower SES families.
Differences between students from different SES backgrounds may lead to variations in
the effect of an open school climate on students (Campbell 2008; Hooghe and
Dassonneville 2011; Langton and Jennings 1968; Neundorf, Niemi, and Smets 2016),
including some groups of students benefiting more from an open climate with positive
student-student and teacher-student relationships than others. As mentioned prior,
Campbell (2008) argued that these differences may result in either a compensation effect
or an acceleration effect. A compensation effect occurs when students from less-socialized
families gainmore from an open climate as it compensates for their disadvantages. Students
from higher SES families already possess more competences, which means that a climate
with positive student-student and teacher-student relationships is less relevant to them.
However, empirical research has not provided any clear conclusions in this area. Campbell
(2008) found that an open climate might compensate for some SES disadvantages, while
other studies were unable to find such an effect (Neundorf, Niemi, and Smets 2016). It is
also possible that high SES students benefit more from an open class climate, the reasoning
being that students from high SES families already havemore competences, so that they can
benefit more from the favorable learning opportunities offered by such a climate.
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In addition to providing economic, cultural and social resources, parents can also
differ with respect to their parenting styles. Previous studies on parenting styles have
mostly distinguished between authoritative, authoritarian and permissive styles of
parenting. In general, an authoritative parenting style contributes to positive outcomes
and establishing social roles for children (Aunola and Nurmi 2005; Yeung, Cheung,
Kwok, and Leung 2016). Authoritative parenting is characterized by placing high
demands on children and together with an open dialogue about rules and behavior
(Steinberg et al. 1992). Such parenting can be distinguished from permissive and
authoritarian parenting. Authoritarian parenting is interpreted as only being highly
demanding and highly strict, whereas permissive/neglectful parenting lack these attri-
butes and these permissive and authoritarian styles are argued to not maintain a balance
of support and demand (Robinson, Mandleco, Olson, Hart, 1995; Skinner, Johnson, and
Snyder, 2005). Since parenting styles influence the climate in which the child develops,
this raises the question of whether the positive effects of an authoritative parenting style
are also felt in the development of societal involvement.
We expect that an open climate, with positive classroom relationships, will contri-
bute to the development of societal involvement in the students, and that with more
positive student-student and teacher-student relationships, the students’ societal invol-
vement will be greater. We will also take into account the effect of differences in student
background (SES and parenting style) and investigate if and how the classroom climate
decreases or increase differences in the societal involvement of students.
Method
Sample
To examine the effect of classroom climate (in terms of student-student and teacher-
student relationships) on students’ societal involvement, this study uses data from
students in schools for secondary education in the Netherlands. This choice was inspired
by the availability of this data, which are well suited to answer the question on which this
study focuses. The Dutch situation is in several respects comparable to that in other
countries. Dutch schools, like those in many other countries, are expected to pay atten-
tion to the promotion of citizenship (Ministerie van Onderwijs en Wetenschappen
[Dutch Ministry of Education and Science], 2005). The way in which Dutch students
and teachers experience their relationships resembles that of the international average
(Schulz et al. 2018). Dutch students have a higher appreciation of their relationships with
other students in comparison to students in other countries (Munniksma, Dijkstra, Van
der Veen, Ledoux, and Van de Werfhorst, 2017). This means that, if these relationships
occur, they should be visible in data collected about Dutch students.
The analyses in this study are based on three combined data sets. Together, they
contain a wealth of information collected from robust measurements of the central
dependent and independent variables. Our study combined the Cohortonderzoek
OnderwijsLoopbanen5–18 (COOL5−18) data with data from the Statistics Netherlands
(CBS) and the Inspectorate of Education. The COOL5−18 is a large-scale longitudinal
panel study intended to collect data on the academic development of students and on
the factors that influence this development. It consists of multiple cohorts of students
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from ages 5 to 18 in the Netherlands. For this study, the COOL5−18 2010/2011 cohort
was used, which includes 21,384 Grade 9 students in 149 schools (Zijsling, Keuter,
Kuyper, Van Batenburg, and Hemker, 2011). Schools could decide for their students to
either participate in this citizenship questionnaire or an English test. Of these students,
approximately 40% (8,188 students) completed the module on citizenship competences,
which includes a detailed measurement of societal involvement. Using anonymized
student ID numbers, COOL5−18 data were enriched with data from the Municipal
Administration Records of Statistics Netherland behind a remote access environment
at the Central Bureau of Statistics (CBS). These records contain unique data on the
household, work and income of parents gathered from municipal register data as well as
tax-income data. To this data set were added data collected at school level by the Dutch
Inspectorate of Education on school denomination and degree of urbanization of the
school’s environment.
Little’s missing completely at random (MCAR) test was used to test if the missing
data on parenting styles, teacher-student relationships, student-student relationships,
and self-efficacy were at least missing at random (MAR), necessary for expectation-
maximization imputation (EM). These results indicated the data were indeed MAR
(χ2 = .169; df = 25; p = .14), and therefore EM imputation in SPSS was used to impute
data. We imputed data for 450 cases for missing data on parenting styles, teacher-
student relationships, student-student relationships, and self-efficacy, leading to a total
of 4,128 students from 58 schools who were included in the analyses.
Despite a large number of students that were excluded from the analyses, independent
sample t-test revealed only minor non-significant differences in the dependent and indepen-
dent variables between the original and the final sample. Tables A1 and A2 (see appendix)
show the frequencies of the standardized continuous variables and categorical data used in the
analyses for both student-level and school-level.
Variables
Dependent variable: societal involvement
Societal involvement was based on a Likert scale of nine items derived from the
Citizenship Questionnaire (Ten Dam et al. 2011), which was an integral component of
the COOL5–18 student questionnaire. Example items included the following statements:
‘People should listen to each other, even if they disagree,’ and ‘It’s important to learn
about other cultures.’ These questions encompass a personal importance and affection
toward issues in society vital for understanding societal involvement. Students rated
these statements from 1 (‘does not apply to me at all’) to 4 (‘totally applies to me’).
Cronbach’s alpha of the scale was .85.
Independent variables (school level)
Teacher-student relationships. This scale is based on items of a questionnaire devel-
oped by Peetsma, Wagenaar, and de Kat (2001) to investigate how students perceive
their relationship with their teachers. Example items: ‘Teachers know how I feel’, ‘I feel
comfortable with teachers’ and ‘I have good contact with teachers’. These were mea-
sured using a 5-point Likert scale (7 items), ranging from 1 (‘does not apply at all’) to 5
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(‘applies perfectly’). One negatively formulated question was recoded. Cronbach’s alpha
of the scale is .82.
Student-student relationships. This scale is based on items of the COOL5−18 student
questionnaire asking students how they perceive the relationship with peers in their
class. Example items: ‘I have a lot of contact with classmates’ and ‘We have a great
class’. The six items were measured using a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (‘does
not apply at all’) to 5 (‘applies perfectly’). Two negatively formulated questions were
recoded positively. Cronbach’s alpha of the scale is .84.
Independent variables (student level)
Income. Parental income is the sum of both parents’ nett income, based on CBS data
collected from the Municipal Administration and the Tax Office in 2010. To account for
the skewness of the distribution and to have approximately equal respondents in the different
income groups income was recoded as 0 (‘lower income’), 1 (‘medium income’) or 2 (‘higher
income’).
Parental education. Parental education was measured by asking parents the education
level of themselves and their partner. Parental educational level is based on the highest
level of education attained within the family and were coded as 0 (‘lower’), 1 (‘medium’)
and 2 (‘higher’). Lower education included all parents with no or low vocational
diplomas, higher educated parents all parents with pre-university education and higher
and middle everything in between.
Parental occupational status. Parental occupational status is based on the 2010 CBS
Municipal Administration data. Occupation status was coded for both father and mother
as (1) unemployed, (2) employee, (3) self-employed, (4) retired and (5) other. These data were
recoded as 0 (‘both parents not working: either unemployed or retired’) 1 = (‘one parent
working’: one parent either employee or self-employed and the other unemployed or
retired)’); and 2 (‘both parents employed or self-employed’). Parental occupations coded as
‘other’ were excluded from the analyses due to their very small numbers.
Parenting style. Parenting style was based on four items from the COOL5–18 parent
questionnaire. Parents indicated whether their child had a say in the following decisions:
(1) at what time their child had to be home, (2) what television programs their child was
allowed to watch, (3) when their child does homework, and (4) for how long their child is
allowed to use the Internet or play video games. For each item, parents could choose
between the following categories: 0, parents decide without checking with their child; 1,
parents decide after discussing things with their child; 2, parents and child together make
the decision; 3, the child decides after discussion with his or her parents; and 4, the child
decides without discussion with his or her parents. For each item, the responses were
categorized as follows: 0, authoritarian; 1, authoritative; and 2, permissive.
Control variables: student level
Gender. Boys were coded as 0 and girls as 1.
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Academic efficacy. The students’ academic efficacy was measured using a scale based
on the Patterns of Adaptive Learning Scales (PALS, Midgley et al. 2000). Students were
asked to indicate whether they were confident that they were competent to do their
class work on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = ‘does not apply at all’ to 5 = ‘applies
completely’. Example items: ‘I’m certain that I can master the skills taught in class
this year’ and ‘I can do almost all the work in class if I don’t give up’. Cronbach’s alpha
of the scale is .84.
Control variables: school level
School denomination. The denomination of the school is based on data from the
Inspectorate of Education, and coded as 0 = ‘public schools’ and 1 = ‘private govern-
ment-funded schools’. Most private government-funded schools are Catholic or
Protestant schools, all of which receive the same government funding as public schools.
Urbanization. The degree of urbanization is based on the classification used by the
Dutch Inspectorate of Education, coded as 0 = ‘low urbanization’, 1 = ‘average urba-
nization’ and 2 = ‘high urbanization’.
Data analysis
A stepwise multilevel analysis was used to examine the effect of school and student
background variables on the students’ societal involvement on student and school level.
The models were estimated using SPSS 24 with HLM methods and maximum likelihood
estimates for societal involvement. Six separate models were estimated step by step in
which variables were added in each consecutive model. First, to determine the necessity
for multilevel analyses, the intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC) was estimated in the
null model (model 0). In model 1, gender (boy/girl), ethnicity (native/non-native) and
self-efficacy as a personal factor were added as control factors. In model 2, the parental
factors income, occupational status, parental education, and parenting styles were added.
In model 3, to examine the association between an open climate and societal involvement,
teacher-student and student-student relationships were added to this model. In the fourth
model, the interaction effects of parental education and student-student and teacher-
student relationships were estimated (model 4). Finally, to examine and account for
possible differences between schools, the student-student and teacher-student relation-
ships were aggregated at a school level, and school denomination and urbanization were
added to the analyses to control for school differences (model 5). For each model, both
the proportional reduction in total variance R21 and the residual variance of the group
means R22 were estimated (Snijders and Bosker, 2012). The log likelihood model estima-
tion was used to determine whether adding variables improved the model, with a chi-
square test to assess whether the differences between models were statistically significant.
Effect sizes were calculated by standardizing the estimates.
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Results
Table 1 shows the six estimated models for student societal involvement. Adding
variables to the models results in an increase in proportional variance explained.
Each of the Models 0–5 explains more variance than the baseline model at
a statistically significant level. However, a comparison of the subsequent models reveals
that Models 4 and 5 do not add substantially to Model 3. Since the hypothesized
interaction effects were modeled in Model 4, these models remained in the analysis.
As Table 1 reveals, more positive relationships with teachers were associated with
higher levels of involvement in society (.089). Furthermore, students from higher-
educated parents who experience a positive teacher-student relationship are relatively
more involved in society than students from less educated parents (.101). Moreover,
concerning student-student relationships, both individual perceptions (.062) and aver-
age perceptions on the school level (.272) had a positive effect on students’ societal
involvement. No significant interaction effect was found between student-student
relationship and level of parental education.
In general, students of higher-educated parents were more involved in society than
those from less educated parents (.177). Furthermore, students with high-income
parents were more involved in society than those with low-income parents (.095).
Students with both parents working were less involved in society than students with
unemployed parents (−.230). Parenting style was unrelated to societal involvement.1
Finally, girls on average were more involved than boys (.299), and non-native students
were more involved than native Dutch students (.320). Moreover, academically effective
students were more involved in society than those with lower academic self-efficacy (.161).
Because academic self-efficacy can, to a certain extent, also be regarded as an indication of
academic competence, this finding indicates that students who are more confident about
their level of competence are also more involved in society than their less competent peers.
The findings also indicate that students in schools located in dense, urban areas are on
average more involved in society than those in schools of less dense areas (.290).
Conclusions
This study investigated the extent to which positive student-student and teacher-
student relationships contribute to the development of societal involvement in students.
Several Western countries developed policies that expect schools to promote students’
societal involvement as an element of citizenship promotion and socialization, espe-
cially with growing concerns about eroding social cohesion and an ongoing shift from
a welfare state toward a more participatory society. Societal involvement is considered
an important condition for becoming an active and responsible citizen who contributes
to his or her community and to society as a whole. The increased attention being paid
to socialization raises questions, for example about the factors contributing to its
effectiveness. Although an open classroom climate seems to be one of these factors
(Geboers et al. 2013; Schulz et al. 2018), we still know little about factors contributing to
such a climate. This study focuses on the contribution that could be made by the quality
of the student-student and teacher-student relationships, more in particular their effect
on one aspect of citizenship: the societal involvement of students.
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Our study indicated that the classroom and school climate – more specifically
a positive relationship between the teacher and his or her students – can foster the
students’ societal involvement. Our findings support the idea that students who per-
ceive their teachers as caring, understanding, and listening are better able and more
willing to engage in classroom activities. It is argued that when students feel safer in
their classrooms, they are likely to become more participate in class (Furrer, Skinner,
and Pitzer 2014; Hamre et al. 2013; Hamre and Pianta 2001; Wentzel and Brophy 2014).
Lawy and Biesta (2006) argued that as students discuss democratic and social practices
and become acquainted with them, they will grow into their role as citizens and their
societal involvement increases. International comparative research has shown that
students who experience the classroom climate as open also achieve higher citizenship
competence scores (Schulz et al. 2018). Our findings support the existence of an
accelerating effect of parental education on the relation between positive teacher-
student relationships and societal involvement. Although all students gain from having
a supportive and caring relationship with their teachers, this relationship is stronger for
students with highly educated parents than for those with less educated parents. In line
with the hypothesized acceleration effect proposed by Campbell (2008), this finding
indicates that students from more advantageous backgrounds are more able to benefit
from an open climate as they are more experienced and better equipped to partake in
discussions on societal issues.
The study reveals that parental resources (indicated by parental level of education,
employment, and income) are relevant predictors for student societal involvement. We
have simultaneously estimated the effects of parent SES and found that financial
resources (as based on official tax data) are positively related to student societal
involvement. Moreover, students from highly educated parents are more involved in
society than students from less well-educated parents. A plausible explanation for these
findings is that well-educated educated parents are often more interested in discussions
about political and societal issues and engage in them more frequently (e.g. Verba,
Schlozman, and Brady 1995; Jennings and Stoker 2004; Yuen 2013), which would imply
that students from these families grow up in an environment that is more conducive to
becoming involved in society.
Contrary to our expectations, the results also showed that children with unemployed
parents aremore involved in society than children from families in which both parents are
employed. In general, parental unemployment is negatively related to their children’s social
and academic outcomes (e.g. Levine 2011; Powdthavee and Vernoit 2013; Sleskova et al.
2006). Several reasons may have accounted for these findings. First, these effects were
measured simultaneously, and focusing on the effects of parental education and income
leaves only a positive effect for employment.2 That is, unemployed parents, when controlled
for income and parental education, are more involved and expected to have more time to
participate in society – for example, in their neighborhood – and thus serve as role models
for their children. As the three aspects of SES are correlated, the reported effect may be
influenced by a few atypical cases – particularly since the number of students with
unemployed parents is rather low (see Table A3 in the Appendix). Finally, a speculative
explanation for the negative relation between parental social status and their children’s
societal involvement is the environment in which these students grow up, such as how
social problems impact their families’ everyday lives, motivates them to become involved.
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Furthermore, a positive relationship between peer relationships and student societal
involvement was found, which indicates that students with a more positive orientation
towards their fellow students tend to be more involved in society. Moreover, at school
level, we found an even stronger relationship between peer relationships and societal
involvement. This means that when students in a particular class generally grade their
relationships with their peers as good, they are more inclined to be involved in society.
This finding speaks to the necessity of student-student relationships for active involvement,
security, and motivation in class (Johnson 1981; Rubin, Bukowski, and Parker 1998; Slee and
Skrzypiec 2016). It should be noted that the analyses were based on cross-sectional data,
which do not allow for causal statements. A longitudinal design or more qualitative data are
required to gain a better understanding of the mechanisms at play.
We were unable to find an association between parenting style and societal involve-
ment. It should be noted here that the categories were unequally distributed – most
parents indicated adopting an authoritative parenting style and lower numbers reported
authoritarian parenting and permissive parenting. Even though these subjects of par-
enting and parenting styles informed democratic processes and decision making at
home, future studies should explore additional parenting subjects, possibly closer to
direct societal issues that might stimulate students to discuss these issues and in turn,
according to our argumentation, lead to greater societal involvement.
To conclude, this article shows that both the relationship between students and
teachers and students’ relationships with their peers play important roles in stimulating
students to become involved in society. These relationships within the school confirm
our supposition that schools can contribute to societal involvement, which arguably
motivates students to participate in society. The association found between school,
student background, and student societal involvement adds weight to schools’ mission
to enhance active citizenship and highlights the importance of further research to
understand the mechanisms involved to increase our knowledge of effective schooling
and school improvement in the citizenship domain.
Notes
1. Correlations between the variables are presented in table C (see Appendix).
2. In the analyses, the effects are estimated simultaneously, thus accounting for the other
aspects of socioeconomic status. Since the three aspects of socioeconomic status are
correlated, the reported effect may be influenced by a few atypical cases – particularly as
the number of students with unemployed parents is rather low (see Table A1, Appendix).
Disclosure statement
No potential conflict of interest was reported by the authors.
Funding
This work was supported by [NWO Programming Council for Educational Research (PROO)]
‘[411-12-037]’
RESEARCH PAPERS IN EDUCATION 279
Notes on contributors
Frank H. K. Wanders MSC. is a postdoctoral researcher in Sociology at the University of
Amsterdam and ProDemos. His research interests are mainly interdisciplinary quantitative
research on the political socialization of adolescents.
Prof. Dr. Anne Bert Dijkstra is a professor of Supervision and effects of Socialization in
Education at the University of Amsterdam, and Program Director at the Dutch Inspectorate of
Education. His academic research focuses on social outcomes of education.
Dr. Ralf Maslowski is an assistant professor in Educational Sciences at the University of
Groningen and researcher at the Netherlands Institute for Social Research. His research interests
include educational policy, educational administration, comparative education, citizenship edu-
cation and the internationalization of schools.
Dr. Ineke van der Veen is a senior researcher at the Kohnstamm Institute of the University of
Amsterdam. Her research interests include the socio-emotional development of children and
adolescents from different ethnic and socio-economic backgrounds and factors influencing this
development and citizenship education
References
Amnå, E., and J. Ekman. 2014. “Standby Citizens: Diverse Faces of Political Passivity.” European
Political Science Review 6 (2): 261–281. doi:10.1017/S175577391300009X.
Amnå, E., M. Ekström, M. Kerr, and H. Stattin. 2009. “Political Socialization and Human
Agency: The Development of Civic Engagement from Adolescence to Adulthood.”
Statsvetenskaplig Tidskrift 111: 27–40.
Aunola, K., and J. E. Nurmi. 2005. “The Role of Parenting Styles in Children’s Problem
Behavior.” Child Development 76: 1144–1159. doi:10.1111/j.1467-8624.2005.00840.x-i1.
Baker, J. A., S. Grant, and L. Morlock. 2008. “The Teacher-Student Relationship as a Developmental
Context for Children with Internalizing or Externalizing Behavior Problems.” School Psychology
Quarterly 23: 3–15. doi:10.1037/1045-3830.23.1.3.
Blais, A. 2006. “What Affects Voter Turnout?” Annual Review of Political Sciences 9: 111–125.
doi:10.1146/annurev.polisci.9.070204.105121.
Blank, C., and Y. Shavit. 2016. “The Association between Student Reports of Classmates’ Disruptive
Behavior and Student Achievement.” AERA Open, 2(3): 1–17. doi:10.1177/2332858416653921
Bradley, R. H., and R. F. Corwyn. 2002. “Socioeconomic Status and Child Development.” Annual
Review of Psychology 53: 371–399. doi:10.1146/annurev.psych.53.100901.135233.
Bradley, R. H., R. F. Corwyn, H. P. McAdoo, and C. García Coll. 2001. “The Home
Environments of Children in the United States Part I: Variations by Age, Ethnicity, and
Poverty Status.” Child Development 72 (6): 1844–1867.
Brady, H. E., S. Verba, and K. L. Schlozman. 1995. “Beyond SES: A Resource Model of Political
Participation.” American Political Science Review 89 (2): 271–294. doi:10.2307/2082425.
Brooks-Gunn, J., and G. J. Duncan. 1997. “The Effects of Poverty on Children.” The Future of
Children 7 (2): 55–71.
Campbell, D. E. 2008. “Voice in the Classroom: How an Open Classroom Climate Fosters
Political Engagement among Adolescents.” Political Behavior 30 (4): 437–454. doi:10.1007/
s11109-008-9063-z.
Delli Carpini, M. X., and S. Keeter. 1996. What Americans Know about Politics and Why It
Matters. New Haven: Yale University Press.
Dijkstra, A. B., F. Geijsel, G. Ledoux, I. Van der Veen, and G. Ten Dam. 2015. “Effects of School
Quality, School Citizenship Policy, and Student Body Composition on the Acquisition of
Citizenship Competences in the Final Year of Primary Education.” School Effectiveness and
School Improvement 26 (4): 524–553. doi:10.1080/09243453.2014.969282.
280 F. H. K. WANDERS ET AL.
Dijkstra, A. B., J. Hofstra, J. P. Van Oudenhoven, J. L. Peschar, and M. Van der Wal. 2004. Oud
Gedaan, Jong Geleerd? Een Studie Naar De Relatie Tussen Hechtingsstijlen, Competenties, EVLN-
intenties En Sociale Cohesie [Done Old, Learned Young? an Investigation into the Relationship
between Attachment, Competences, EVLN Intentions and Social Cohesion]. Amsterdam: Aksant.
Dostie-Goulet, E. 2009. “Social Networks and the Development of Political Interest.” Journal of
Youth Studies 12 (4): 405–421. doi:10.1080/13676260902866512.
Duncan, G., P. Morris, and C. Rodrigues. 2011. “Does Money Really Matter? Estimating Impacts
of Family Income on Young Children’s Achievement with Data from Random-Assignment
Experiments.” Developmental Psychology 47: 1263–1279. doi:10.1037/a0023875.
Ekman, J., and E. Amnå. 2012. “Political Participation and Civic Engagement: Towards a New
Typology.” Human Affairs 22 (3): 283–300. doi:10.2478/s13374-012-0024-1.
European Commission/EACEA/Eurydice. 2017. “Citizenship Education at School in Europe –
2017.” Eurydice Report. Luxembourg: Publications Office of the European Union.
Fraser, B. J. 1991. “Two Decades of Classroom Environment Research.” In Educational Environments:
Evaluations, Antecedents andConsequences, edited byB. J. Fraser andH. J.Walberg, 3–27.NewYork:
Pergamon Press.
Fuller, S., P. Kershaw, and J. Pulkingham. 2008. “Constructing ‘Active Citizenship’: Single
Mothers, Welfare, and the Logics of Voluntarism.” Citizenship Studies 12 (2): 157–176.
doi:10.1080/13621020801900119.
Furrer, C., E. Skinner, and J. Pitzer. 2014. “The Influence of Teacher and Peer Relationships on
Students’ Classroom Engagement and Everyday Motivational Resilience.” National Society for
the Study of Education 113: 101–123.
Gainous, J., and A. M. Martens. 2012. “The Effectiveness of Civic Education are “Good” Teachers
Actually Good for “All” Students?” American Politics Research 40 (2): 232–266. doi:10.1177/
1532673X11419492.
Geboers, E., F. Geijsel, W. Admiraal, and G. Ten Dam. 2013. “Review of the Effects of Citizenship
Education.” Educational Research Review 9: 158–173. doi:10.1016/j.edurev.2012.02.001.
Geboers, E., F. Geijsel, W. Admiraal, T. J10.1007ensen, and G. Ten Dam. 2015. “Citizenship
Development of Adolescents during the Lower Grades of Secondary Education.” Journal of
Adolescence 45: 89–97. doi:10.1016/j.adolescence.2015.08.017.
Guo, Y., S. B. Piasta, L. M. Justice, and J. N. Kaderavek. 2010. “Relations among Preschool
Teachers’ Self-efficacy, Classroom Quality, and Children’s Language and Literacy Gains.”
Teaching and Teacher Education, 26 (4): 1094–1103. doi:10.1016/j.tate.2009.11.005
Hameleers, M., and R. Vliegenthart. 2016. “Framing the Participatory Society: Measuring
Discrepancies between Interpretation Frames and Media Frames.” International Journal of
Public Opinion Research 30 (2): 257–280.
Hamre, B. K., and R. C. Pianta. 2001. “Early Teacher-Child Relationships and the Trajectory of
Children’s School Outcomes through Eighth Grade.” Child Development 72 (2): 625–638.
doi:10.1111/cdev.2001.72.issue-2.
Hamre, B. K., and R. C. Pianta. 2006. “Student-Teacher Relationships.” In Children’s Needs III:
Development, Prevention, and Intervention, edited by G. G. Bear and K. M. Minke, 59–71.
Washington, DC, US: National Association of School Psychologists.
Hamre, B. K., R. C. Pianta, J. T. Downer, J. Decoster, S. Jones, J. Brown, E. Cappella, et al. 2013.
“Teaching through Interactions: Testing a Developmental Framework of Effective Teaching in
over 4,000 Classrooms.” The Elementary School Journal 113 (4): 461–487. doi:10.1086/669616.
Heinrich, C. J. 2014. “Parents’ Employment and Children’s Wellbeing.” The Future of Children
24: 121–146.
Hooghe, M., and R. Dassonneville. 2011. “The Effects of Civic Education on Political Knowledge.
A Two Year Panel Survey among Belgian Adolescents.” Educational Assessment, Evaluation,
and Accountability 23 (4): 321–339. doi:10.1007/s11092-011-9131-5.
Howes, C. 2000. “Social-Emotional Classroom Climate in Child Care, Child-Teacher
Relationships and Children’s Second-Grade Peer Relations.” Social Development, 9 (2): 191–
204. doi:10.1111/1467-9507.00119
RESEARCH PAPERS IN EDUCATION 281
Ichilov, O. 1988. “Family Politicization and Adolescents’ Citizenship Orientations.” Political
Psychology 9 (3): 431–444. doi:10.2307/3791723.
Ilcan, S., and T. Basok. 2004. “Community Government: Voluntary Agencies, Social Justice, and the
Responsibilization of Citizens.” Citizenship Studies 8 (2): 129–144. doi:10.1080/
1362102042000214714.
Isac, M. M., R. Maslowski, B. Creemers, and G. Van der Werf. 2014. “The Contribution of
Schooling to Secondary-School Students’ Citizenship Outcomes across Countries.” School
Effectiveness and School Improvement 25: 29–63. doi:10.1080/09243453.2012.751035.
Jennings, M. K., and L. Stoker. 2004. “Social Trust and Civic Engagement across Time and
Generations.” Acta Politica 39 (4): 342–379. doi:10.1057/palgrave.ap.5500077.
Jennings, M. K., L. Stoker, and J. Bowers. 2009. “Politics across Generations: Family
Transmission Reexamined.” The Journal of Politics 71 (3): 782–799. doi:10.1017/
S0022381609090719.
Johnson, D. W. 1981. “Student-Student Interaction: The Neglected Variable in Education.”
Educational Researcher 10: 5–10. doi:10.3102/0013189X010001005.
Johnson, D. W., G. Maruyama, R. Johnson, D. Nelson, and L. Skon. 1981. “Effects of
Cooperative, Competitive, and Individualistic Goal Structures on Achievement: A
Meta-Analysis.” Psychological Bulletin 89: 47–62. doi:10.1037/0033-2909.89.1.47.
Keating, A., and J. Janmaat. 2016. “Education through Citizenship at School: Do School Activities
Have a Lasting Impact on Youth Political Engagement?” Parliamentary Affairs 69 (2):
409–429. doi:10.1093/pa/gsv017.
Kisby, B. 2010. “The Big Society: Power to the People?” The Political Quarterly 81 (4): 484–491.
doi:10.1111/poqu.2010.81.issue-4.
Klofstad, C. A. 2009. “Civic Talk and Civic Participation: The Moderating Effect of Individual
Predispositions.” American Politics Research, 37 (5): 856–878. doi:10.1177/1532673X09333960
Koskimaa, V., and L. Rapeli . 2015. “Political Socialization and Political Interest: The Role of
School Reassessed.” Journal of Political Science Education, 11(2): 141–156. doi:10.1080/
15512169.2015.1016033
Langton, K. P., and M. K. Jennings. 1968. “Political Socialization and the High School Civics
Curriculum in the United States.” The American Political Science Review 62 (3): 852–867.
doi:10.2307/1953435.
Lawy, R., and G. Biesta. 2006. “Citizenship-As-Practice: The Educational Implications of an
Inclusive and Relational Understanding of Citizenship.” British Journal of Educational Studies
54: 34–50. doi:10.1111/j.1467-8527.2006.00335.x.
Levine, P. B. 2011. “How Does Parental Unemployment Affect Children’s Education
Performance?” In Whither Opportunity? Rising Inequality and the Uncertain Life Chances of
Low-Income Children, edited by G. J. Duncan and R. Murnane, 315–335). New York: Russell
Sage Foundation.
Loukas, A. 2007. “What Is School Climate? High-Quality School Climate Is Advantageous for All
Students and May Be Particularly Beneficial for At-Risk Students.” Leadership Compass 5: 1–3.
Lupia, A., and T. S. Philpot. 2005. “Views from Inside The Net: How Websites Affect Young
Adults’ Political Interest.” Journal of Politics, 67 (4): 1122–1142. doi:10.1111/j.1468-
2508.2005.00353
Martin, I., and J. W. van Deth. 2007. “Political Involvement.” In Citizenship and Involvement in
European Democracies: A Comparative Analysis, edited by J. W. van Deth, J. R. Montero, and
A. Westholm, 303–333. London: Routledge.
McIntosh, H., D. Hart, and J. Youniss. 2007. “The Influence of Family Political Discussion on
Youth Civic Development: Which Parent Qualities Matter?” PS: Political Science & Politics 40
(3): 495–499. doi:10.1017/S1049096507070758.
McLoyd, V. C. 1998. “Socioeconomic Disadvantage and Child Development.” The American
Psychologist 53 (2): 185–204.
Midgley, C., H. Feldlaufer, and J. S. Eccles. 1989. “Student-Teacher Relations and Attitudes
toward Mathematics before and after the Transition to Junior High School.” Child
Development, 60 (4): 981–992. doi:10.2307/1131038
282 F. H. K. WANDERS ET AL.
Midgley, C.,M. L.Maehr, L. Z. Hruda, E. Anderman, L. Anderman, K. E. Freeman, and T.Urdan. 2000.
Manual for the Patterns of Adaptive Learning Scales. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan.
Ministerie van Onderwijs en Wetenschappen. 2005. Voorstel van wet en memorie van toelichting
W2624K-2 [Legal proposal and explanation to this proposal no. W262K-2]. Den Haag: Author.
Munniksma, A., A. B. Dijkstra, I. Van der Veen, G. H. Ledoux, H. Van de Werfhorst, and
G. T. Ten Dam. 2017. Burgerschap in het voortgezet onderwijs: Nederland in vergelijkend
perspectief. Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press.
Neal, M. B., and L. B. Hammer. 2007. Working Couples Caring for Children and Aging Parents:
Effects on Work and Well-Being. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.
Neundorf, A., R. G. Niemi, and K. Smets. 2016. “The Compensation Effect of Civic Education on
Political Engagement: How Civics Classes Make up for Missing Parental Socialization.”
Political Behavior 38 (4): 921–949. doi:10.1007/s11109-016-9341-0.
O’Connor, E. E., Dearing, E., & Collins, B. A. 2011. “Teacher-Child Relationship and Behavior
Problem Trajectories in Elementary School.” American Educational Research Journal, 48, 120–
162. doi:10.3102/0002831210365008
Osterman, K. F. 2000. “Students’ Need for Belonging in the School Community.” Review of
Educational Research 70 (3): 323–367. doi:10.3102/00346543070003323.
Peetsma, T. T. D., E. Wagenaar, and E. de Kat. 2001. “School Motivation, Future Time Perspective
and Wellbeing of High School Students in Segregated and Integrated Schools in the Netherlands
and the Role of Ethnic Self-Description.” In Education in Europe; Culture, Values, Institutions in
Transition, edited by J. Koppen, I. Lunt, and C. Wulf, 54–74. Münster: Waxmann.
Pfaff, N. 2009. “Youth Culture as a Context of Political Learning How Young People Politicize
Amongst Each Other.” Young 17 (2): 167–189. doi:10.1177/110330880901700204.
Pianta, R. C., B. K. Hamre, and J. P. Allen. 2012. “Teacher-Student Relationships and
Engagement: Conceptualizing, Measuring, and Improving the Capacity of Classroom
Interactions.” In Handbook of Research on Student Engagement, edited by S. L. Christenson,
A. L. Reschly, and C. Wylie, 365–386. New York, NY: Springer.
Powdthavee, N., and J. Vernoit. 2013. “Parental Unemployment and Children’s Happiness:
A Longitudinal Study of Young People’s Well-Being in Unemployed Households.” Labour
Economics 24: 253–263. doi:10.1016/j.labeco.2013.09.008.
Putnam, R. D. 2000. Bowling Alone: America’s Declining Social Capital. New York: Simon and
Schuster.
Quintelier, E. 2010. “The Effect of Schools on Political Participation: A Multilevel Logistic
Analysis.” Research Papers in Education 25 (2): 137–154. doi:10.1080/02671520802524810.
Quintelier, E., M. Hooghe, and G. Badescu 2007. “Parental Influence on Adolescents’ Political
Participation: A Comparison of Belgian, Canadian and Romanian Survey Data.” Paper presented
at the International Conference on Political SocialisationÖrebro Universitet, Sweden, October 8–10.
Roberts, N. C. 2015. The Age of Direct Citizen Participation. Armonk, NY: M.E. Sharpe.
Robinson, C. C., B. Mandleco, S. F. Olsen, and C. H. Hart. 1995. “Authoritative, Authoritarian,
and Permissive Parenting Practices: Development of a New Measure.” Psychological Reports
77, 819–830. doi:10.2466/pr0.1995.77.3.819.
Roseth, C. J., D.W. Johnson, and R. T Johnson. 2008. “Promoting Early Adolescents’Achievement and
Peer Relationships: The Effects of Cooperative, Competitive, and Individualistic Goal Structures.”
Psychological Bulletin, 134 (2): 223–246. doi:10.1037/0033-2909.134.2.223
Rubin, K. H., W. Bukowski, and J. G. Parker. 1998. “Peer Interactions, Relationships, and
Groups.” In Handbook of Child Psychology: Social, Emotional, and Personality Development,
edited by W. Damon and N. Eisenberg, 619–700. 5th ed. New York: Wiley.
Schulz, W., J. Ainley, J. Fraillon, B. Losito, G. Agrusti, and T. Friedman. 2018. Becoming Citizens
in a Changing World: IEA International Civic and Citizenship Education Study 2016
International Report. Amsterdam: Netherlands IEA.
Schulz, W., J. Ainley, J. Fraillon, D. Kerr, and B. Losito. 2010. ICCS 2009 International Report:
Civic Knowledge, Attitudes and Engagement among Lower Secondary School Students in Thirty-
Eight Countries. Amsterdam: IEA.
RESEARCH PAPERS IN EDUCATION 283
Schunk, D. H., J. L. Meece, and P. R. Pintrich. 2014. Motivation in Education: Theory, Research,
and Applications. 4th ed. Boston, MA: Pearson.
Skinner, E., S. Johnson, and T. Snyder. 2005. “Six Dimensions of Parenting: A Motivational
Model.” Parenting: Science and Practice, 5 (2): 175–235. doi:10.1207/s15327922par0502_3
Slee, P. T., and G. Skrzypiec. 2016. Well-Being, Positive Peer Relations, and Bullying in School
Settings. Cham, Switzerland: Springer.
Sleskova, M., F. Salonna, A. Madarasova Geckova, I. Nagyova, R. E. Stewart, and J. P. Van Dijk.
2006. “Does Parental Unemployment Affect Adolescents’ Health?” Journal of Adolescent
Health 38 (5): 527–535. doi:10.1016/j.jadohealth.2005.03.021.
Snijders, T., and R. Bosker. 2012. Multilevel Analysis: An Introduction to Basic and Multilevel
Analysis. London: Sage.
Steinberg, L., S. D. Lamborn, S. M. Dornbusch, and N. Darling. 1992. “Impact of Parenting
Practices on Adolescent Achievement: Authoritative Parenting, School Involvement, and
Encouragement to Succeed.” Child Development 63 (5): 1266–1281.
Ten Dam, G., F. Geijsel, R. Reumerman, and G. Ledoux. 2011. “Measuring Young People’s Citizenship
Competences.” European Journal of Education 46 (3): 354–372. doi:10.1111/ejed.2011.46.issue-3.
Ten Dam, G., and M. Volman. 2004. “Critical Thinking as a Citizenship Competence: Teaching
Strategies.” Learning and Instruction 14 (4): 359–379. doi:10.1016/j.learninstruc.2004.01.005.
Tonkens, E. 2014. Vijf Misvattingen over De Participatiesamenleving [Five Misconceptions
regarding the Participation Based Society]. Amsterdam: University of Amsterdam.
Torney-Purta, J. 2002. “The School’s Role in Developing Civic Engagement: A Study of
Adolescents in Twenty-Eight Countries.” Applied Developmental Science 6 (4): 203–212.
doi:10.1207/S1532480XADS0604_7.
Torney-Purta, J., and J. Amadeo. 2003. “A Cross-National Analysis of Political and Civic
Involvement among Adolescents.” PS: Political Science & Politics 36 (2): 269–274.
VanDeth, J. W. 2000. “Interesting but Irrelevant: Social Capital and The Saliency of Politics inWestern
Europe.” European Journal of Political Research, 37 (2): 115–147. doi:10.1111/1475-6765.00507
Verba, S., K. L. Schlozman, and H. E. Brady. 1995. Voice and Equality: Civic Voluntarism in
American Politics. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
Verhoeven, I., and E. Tonkens. 2013. “Talking Active Citizenship: Framing Welfare State Reform
in England and the Netherlands.” Social Policy and Society 12 (3): 415–426. doi:10.1017/
S1474746413000158.
Wentzel, K. R. 1997. “Student Motivation in Middle School: The Role of Perceived Pedagogical
Caring.” Journal of Educational Psychology 89 (3): 411–419. doi:10.1037/0022-0663.89.3.411.
Wentzel, K. R. 1998. “Social Relationships and Motivation in Middle School: The Role of Parents,
Teachers, and Peers.” Journal of Educational Psychology, 90 (2): 202–209. doi:10.1037/0022-
0663.90.2.202
Wentzel, K. R. 2016. Teacher-Student Relationships. In Handbook of Motivation at School, edited
by K. R. Wentzel, and D. Miele, 211–230, (2nd ed.). New York: Routledge
Wentzel, K. R., and J. E. Brophy. 2014. Motivating Students to Learn. London: Routledge.
Yeung, J. W., C. Cheung, S. Y. Kwok, and J. T. Leung. 2016. “Socialization Effects of
Authoritative Parenting and Its Discrepancy on Children. Journal of Child and Family
Studies, 25 (6): 1980–1990. doi:10.1007/10.1007/s1082
Yuen, Y. M. C. 2013. “School Engagement and Civic Engagement as Predictors for the Future
Political Participation of Ethnic Chinese and South Asian Adolescents in Hong Kong.”
Migration and Ethnic Themes 29 (3): 317–342.
Zaichkowsky, J. L. 1985. “Measuring the Involvement Construct.” Journal of Consumer Research
12 (3): 341–352. doi:10.1086/jcr.1985.12.issue-3.
Zaichkowsky, J. L. 1994. “The Personal Involvement Inventory: Reduction, Revision, and
Application to Advertising.” Journal of Advertising 23 (4): 59–70. doi:10.1080/
00913367.1943.10673459.
Zijsling, D. H., J. Keuning, H. Kuyper, T. Van Batenburg, and B. Hemker. 2011. Cohortonderzoek
COOL 5–18: Technisch rapport eerste meting in het derde leerjaar van het voortgezet onderwijs.
Groningen: Rijksuniversiteit Groningen/Cito.
284 F. H. K. WANDERS ET AL.
Appendix
Table A1. Frequencies continuous variables.
Variable Mean SD Min Max
Dependent
Societal involvement 0 1 −3.071 2.642
Level 1 variables
Student-student relationships 0 1 −5.220 1.853
Teacher-student relationships 0 1 −4.144 3.494
Self-efficacy 0 1 −4.353 2.580
Level 2 variables
School student-student relationships 0 1 −.545 1.028
School teacher-student relationships 0 1 −.793 1.257









Neither parent works 127 3%
One parent works 272 6.5%
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Table A3. Correlations.
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1: Societal involvement 1 .18 .09 .21 .06 .05 −.04 .04 .01
2: teacher-student relationships .18 1 .24 .21 −.03 .03 −.02 .06 .01
3: student-student relationships .09 .24 1 .10 .01 −.01 −.03 .04 −.03
4: efficacy .21 .21 .10 1 .03 .03 −.03 .01 −.04
5: income .06 −.03 .01 .03 1 −.03 .07 .08 .06
6: parenting: time at home .05 .03 −.01 .03 −.03 1 .09 .08 .17
7: parenting: television program −04 −.02 −.03 −.03 .07 .09 1 .40 .42
8: parenting: homework .04 .06 .04 .01 .08 .08 .40 1 .47
9: parenting: Internet/video games .01 .01 −.03 −.04 .06 .17 .42 .47 1
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